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TO THE HONORABLE COUNTY COUNCIL AND COUNTY EXECUTIVE FOR
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND:

We have conducted an investigation into unauthorized college tuition reimbursement
payments in the Division of Fleet Management Services to address citizen complaints. Our
investigation was conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards issued by
the Comptroller General of the United States and Quality Standards for Investigations issued
by the President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency and the Executive Council on
Integrity and Efficiency. Those standards require that we plan and perform the investigation
to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions. Accordingly, we performed
such procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances.

The purpose of our investigation was to assess whether the Division of Fleet Management
Services acted properly in using County funds to establish a program to reimburse several
employees thousands of dollars for college tuition and whether the reimbursements were
made in a manner consistent with County policies and regulations.

This report is the result of our investigation of the issue noted above and is intended for the
information of the County Council, the County Executive, and management of the Division
of Fleet Management Services and the Department of Public Works and Transportation.
This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which upon delivery to the
County Council and County Executive is a matter of public record.

Office of Inspector General

June 8, 1999
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INTRODUCTION

Purpose and Scope of Investigation

This investigation was performed to address several citizen complaints.  It was conducted in
accordance with generally accepted governmental auditing and investigative standards. The
purpose was to assess whether the Division of Fleet Management Services (hereinafter
“Fleet Management Services” or “FMS”) acted properly in using County funds to reimburse
three management-level employees for college tuition payments and whether the
reimbursements were made in a manner consistent with County policies and regulations.

The Complaints

The complaints received by the Office of Inspector General alleged fraud, waste, and abuse
involving the expenditure of County funds by Fleet Management Services.  Specific
information was provided pertaining to unauthorized college tuition reimbursements to three
management-level employees. (In a previous Office of Inspector General report issued on
April 16, 1999, we reported on unauthorized procurement and misuse of a corporate credit
card by FMS.)

Results in Brief

Fleet Management Services reimbursed three FMS management-level employees a total of
$32,991 for college tuition payments. Because the County received nothing in return for its
payments that it did not already have, the reimbursements were a waste of County funds
amounting to a giveaway.  The unauthorized FMS tuition assistance “program” lacks any
significant management controls.  We found a general lack of documentation supporting and
justifying the expenditures.  There were no written contracts with the any of the three
employees; no limitations placed on the amounts to be paid nor any limitations on the
number or type of courses that could be taken. One employee received reimbursement for
expenses not paid by failing to pass along to the County discounts the employee had
received from the university.  A summary of findings, recommendations, and agency
responses is noted below.
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INTRODUCTION (Continued)

Finding & Agency
Recommendation Response

1. Questioned Costs ($32,991) – Waste Of County Funds
For College Tuition Reimbursements. Stop
reimbursements; seek recovery of funds; consider Do Not
administrative and disciplinary actions. Concur

2. Possible Fraud – County Employee Received $1,900 In
Reimbursements To Which the Employee Was Not No Response
Entitled. Matter referred to State’s Attorney. Required

3. FMS Tuition Reimbursements May Violate County
Charter. Matter referred to County Attorney (See: No Response
Appendix E.) Required

4. Violation Of Administrative Procedure On Employee
Development. Either enforce provisions or rescind 
procedure. Concur

5. Lack Of Separation Of Duties. Review policies to
find a cost effective management control. Concur
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BACKGROUND

Montgomery County has a very large investment in its employees, its human infrastructure.
The proposed FY 2000 County budget projects personnel expenditures for salaries and
benefits to be $482,500,000 or approximately fifty (50) percent of all County government
expenditures.

Employee Development

County employees constitute a highly motivated, well-educated, and justly-compensated
workforce. Reflecting the community at large, many County employees have obtained
college degrees, including advanced degrees, from institutions of higher education in the
Washington metropolitan area as well as from other colleges and universities located
throughout the country.  Like the community at large, most County employees paid their
own college expenses or received, at most, minimal assistance from County government for
those expenses.

Employee development policies, responsibilities, and procedures are set forth in
Administrative Procedure 4-6 (hereinafter “AP 4-6”) approved by the County’s chief
administrative officer on October 10, 1973 (see: Appendix B). According to AP 4-6,
employee development is a shared responsibility. The Training and Performance
Management Team, formerly the Employee Development Division, of the Office of Human
Resources (hereinafter “OHR”), is charged with providing leadership in the field of
employee development. Department or division heads have the responsibility to determine
the training needs of their personnel at all levels and are required to prepare a departmental
training plan. Participation in employee development programs is required to be equally
open without discrimination to all persons who meet prerequisites. Training is to be utilized
to promote the County’s equal employment opportunity and affirmative action programs.

The County has traditionally supported several types of on-going programs reasonably
devoted to employee development. For example, some County departments expend limited
funds from time to time for employees to attend day-long training seminars or short courses
on topics of immediate concern to the department and its operations. Often these occasions
provide employees the opportunity to interact with peers from other organizations while
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BACKGROUND (Continued)

staying abreast of best practices and the “nuts and bolts” necessary and desirable to further
the efficient and effective management of departmental operations.  Additionally, some
departments, from time to time, have reimbursed employees attending local colleges and
universities for semester-long courses in specialty areas such as telecommunications
systems or computer science where rapidly changing technology makes such action critical.
Departments may also pay to have employees maintain certification in certain key skill areas
such as accounting, medicine, law, or diesel mechanics.

Employee Tuition Assistance Program

According to Human Resources Topics: Tuition Assistance (June 1997) published by the
County’s Office of Human Resources, the Employee Tuition Assistance Program
(hereinafter “ETAP”) is one of only three tuition assistance programs available to County
employees. The other two programs are the Job Improvement Tuition Assistance Program
(hereinafter “JITAP”) and the Police Bargaining Unit Tuition Assistance Program
(hereinafter “PBU”). JITAP is available for employees taking individual courses to improve
or maintain skills required in their current job. Course work must be directly related to the
employee’s position. The PBU program is available to police officers who are seeking a
degree or to improve skills required in their current jobs.

Policies and procedures regarding ETAP are set forth in Administrative Procedure 4-18
approved by the County’s chief administrative officer on May 1, 1980 (see: Appendix C).
The program exists to assist County employees with educational expenses in order to help
them perform their current jobs more effectively and to prepare them for higher level
responsibilities. Under ETAP the County will pay 100% of authorized educational expenses
for a County employee up to a maximum of $730 annually. Using ETAP funds an employee
may pursue completion of credit or non-credit courses, a certificate, an associate’s degree, a
baccalaureate degree, or a graduate degree in a field directly related to the employee’s work,
normal career progression, or which will prepare the employee for a career change within
County government. During the past four fiscal years ETAP has served 2,495 County
employees by reimbursing $878,557 in college tuition costs, an average of $352 per
employee per year. (Table 1).

TABLE 1
EMPLOYEE TUITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

(FY 1996 – FY 1999)
       FY96      FY97       FY98       FY99 TOTAL

Expenditures $174,480 $186,077 $254,680 $263,320 $878,557
Employees Served 520 640 715 620 2,495
Expenditures/Employee $      336 $      291 $     356 $     425 $     3521

Source:  OIG analysis of OHR data.

                                                
1 Four-Year Average.
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BACKGROUND (Continued)

Participation in ETAP obligates a County employee to achieve passing grades in all courses
funded by ETAP and to remain employed with County government for one year after using
ETAP funds or repay some or all of the ETAP funds received. ETAP requires the
submission of a written application form and certain approvals from the employee
applicant’s immediate supervisor, division chief or department training coordinator, and the
Office of Human Resources.

FMS Tuition Reimbursements

During the period May 14, 1996 to February 23, 1999, the Division of Fleet Management
Services reimbursed three management-level employees $32,991 for college tuition costs
each incurred over and above ETAP reimbursements of $3,960. Unlike the ETAP program,
the FMS tuition reimbursements scheme did not contain any formal written contract
outlining the duties and responsibilities of the County and the employees.

From our discussions with the FMS chief, the three employees, and others we were able to
discover how the ad hoc FMS reimbursement scheme evolved. One by one the three
employees went to the chief and asked for reimbursement for their college tuition and the
chief readily agreed to do so. No written documents exist to support these conversations,
nothing was asked of the employees in return for the reimbursements, no limits were placed
on the amounts to be reimbursed. Neither the County’s Office of Human Resources nor
anyone in the director’s office at the Department of Public Works and Transportation knew
about the existence of the FMS payments providing reimbursements to employees for
college tuition costs. During the past four years FMS reimbursed the three employees an
average of $4,713 per employee per year.  (Table 2).

TABLE 2
FMS COLLEGE

TUITION REIMBURSEMENTS
(FY 1996 – FY 1999)

Employee         FY96         FY97        FY98       FY99 TOTAL
A $  1,810 $  9,100 $  5,818 $  4,778 $21,506
B -0- -0- -0- 3,808 $  3,808
C -0- -0- 2,154 5,523 $  7,677

Expenditures $  1,810 $  9,100 $  7,972 $  14,109 $32,991

Employees Served 1 1 2 3    72

Expenditure/Employee $  1,810 $  9,100 $  3,986 $  4,703 $  4,7133

Source:  OIG analysis of FMS data.

                                                
2 Three employees “served” a total of seven times.
3 Four-Year Average.
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BACKGROUND (Continued)

In further describing the FMS reimbursements we will refer to the three management-level
employees simply as “A,” “B,” and “C.”

A, employed by Montgomery County for more than twenty years, started and completed an
undergraduate program and received a degree from a mid-western university offering
classes at several locations in the metropolitan area. A paid the university a total of $11,721
for the undergraduate degree and was reimbursed $12,740 by FMS. The difference between
what A paid the university and what FMS reimbursed is an eight (8) percent discount A
received. A is currently enrolled in a graduate program at the same university. A’s graduate
courses have cost $1,267 each (with discount), require three hours of classroom attendance
per week, and last for approximately four weeks. A has been reimbursed $1,377 for each
class. A told us there is nothing in writing regarding the arrangement with FMS. A believes
the tuition reimbursement arrangement is appropriate because fleet management services
pays the cost for its mechanics to obtain “ASE certification.”

B has been employed by the County since 1995. B was hired as an automotive mechanic
and has been promoted several times. B is pursuing an undergraduate degree in business
management and has been reimbursed a total of $3,808 by FMS. B attends a local college.
B’s college offers classes in six-week modules and gives credit for class work and work-
related projects. B did not sign any type of contract or agreement with FMS in exchange for
FMS funding the degree program and there were no limits placed on the amount of FMS
funding that would be available to B.

C has been employed by the County since 1997. C is pursuing a master’s degree at a state
university. C’s immediate supervisor referred C to the FMS chief. C told us the chief was
supportive of C’s educational plans, did not require any signed agreement, and did not place
any limits on the amount of FMS funding that would be provided. C described the
arrangement with FMS as a “gentlemen’s agreement.” C has received $7,677 to date from
FMS. C expressed an interest in pursuing a doctorate.

Conclusion

ETAP has been a long-standing, successful program that benefits all non-police employees.
The County clearly intended ETAP to be the mechanism through which those employees
receive authorized subsidies for pursuing college degree programs. While Montgomery
County desires a highly educated workforce, it also recognizes that it can not afford to pay
each employee the full cost of a college education. Thus County government, through
ETAP, has imposed a $730 per year limit on the amount of funding available to reimburse
employees for college tuition costs. The total amount of ETAP funding is further limited by
the appropriations process. ETAP should continue to be the only source for such funding
unless elected and appointed policy-makers specifically determine otherwise.  Based on the
average FMS to ETAP ratio, in order to fund ETAP at the same generous level as the FMS
reimbursements, the County would have to spend an additional $2.6 million annually.
(Table 3).
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TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE ETAP AND FMS COLLEGE

TUITION REIMBURSEMENTS
(FY 1996 – FY 1999)
FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 AVERAGE

ETAP – Average Payment $      336 $      291 $      356 $      425 $        352

FMS – Average Payment $   1,810 $   9,100 $   3,986 $   4,703 $     4,713

Ratio - FMS to ETAP 5:1 31:1 11:1 11:1 13:1

Source:  OIG Analysis of FMS and OHR data.

The Office of Inspector General believes it is sound management practice to provide County
employees opportunities to improve their skills and abilities in today’s highly competitive
business and government environments.  We strongly support employee training and
development through the County’s authorized and established Employee Tuition Assistance
Program.  ETAP provides equitable access to limited educational funds and prudent
stewardship of taxpayer dollars.  In contrast, it is fiscally unsound and inequitable to allow
middle managers, such as the FMS chief, without adequate oversight or authorization, to
unilaterally initiate a separate and more generous ad hoc college tuition reimbursement
scheme providing unlimited funds to a limited number of employees.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding No. 1: Questioned Costs ($32,991) – Waste of County Funds For College Tuition
Reimbursements

We found the FMS chief wasted County funds when he authorized reimbursements in the
amount of $32,991 to three FMS management-level employees for their college tuition
expenses.  From May 14, 1996 to February 23, 1999, the FMS chief approved twenty-eight
(28) direct voucher reimbursements for undergraduate and graduate school tuition payments
to the three FMS employees as follows:

Payments   Amount           
•  FMS employee A         22  $21,506
•  FMS employee B             2 $  3,808
•  FMS employee C             4 $  7,677

None of the three employees received the tuition reimbursement payments subject to any
written restrictions or conditions.  In addition, five (5) additional reimbursements from the
County’s only approved program, the Employee Tuition Assistance Program, totaled $3,960
to the three employees during the same period.

ETAP, the County’s established tuition assistance program, has been in existence for some
years. That program was designed specifically to assist employees with educational
expenses. As noted above, ETAP pays County employees (contingent upon the availability
of funds) up to the maximum amount established each fiscal year (currently $730). The
program was established by administrative procedure, is administered by OHR, and has
written guidelines and management controls in place. ETAP has established employee
eligibility criteria; imposes additional terms and conditions of employment on its recipients;
and disburses available funding uniformly to all participating County employees. It seems
clear to us the County intended ETAP to be the sole source of financial assistance to County
employees pursuing college degree programs.

Any tuition assistance program in addition to ETAP, to be valid, should be well-planned,
carefully implemented, and contain the following minimum characteristics:



9

FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued)

(1) it should be in writing;
(2) it should fully describe the duties and responsibilities of program participants;
(3) it should clearly define both annual and total program maximum reimbursement

amounts;
(4) it should accurately describe the type and level of courses for which reimbursement will

be allowed;
(5) it should provide for reimbursement only in those academic or technical skill areas

where the County can not adequately recruit locally;
(6) it should be made widely known and be equally open without discrimination to all

qualified employees who meet prerequisites; and
(7) it should be expressly approved by appropriate County officials at the department level

or higher.

The FMS tuition reimbursement payments scheme contained none of those characteristics.
Additionally, the courses taken by the three FMS employees were not essential to their job
performance and were not unique or specialized training that resulted in a direct work-
related benefit to the County.

An abuse of discretion by the FMS chief caused this waste. The condition was made worse
by a lack of adequate management controls, supervision, and oversight by the CAO and
department director, which allowed this giveaway of County funds to proceed unnoticed and
unchallenged for almost three (3) years.

The FMS college tuition reimbursements were unnecessary, unreasonable, and a waste of
County funds for several important reasons. FMS violated the intent and spirit of the
County’s Employee Tuition Assistance Program by providing thousands of dollars of
assistance to the three selected management-level employees at reimbursement levels far
exceeding the modest limits set by the established program. The FMS payments violated
several of the County Executive’s “Vision and Guiding Principles.” The payments failed to
ensure high value for tax dollars. The FMS scheme failed to recognize the County’s equal
employment, affirmative action, and diversity goals because it was not open to all
employees. The payments demonstrate a complete lack of any serious commitment to
stewardship and accountability regarding public resources.

Reimbursements to the three FMS employees for tuition expenses are “questioned costs.”
Questioned costs are costs that are questioned by this office because of an alleged violation
of a provision of law, regulation, contract, grant, cooperative agreement, or document
governing the expenditure of funds; a finding that, at the time of the audit or investigation,
such costs were not supported by adequate documentation; or a finding that the expenditure
of funds for the intended purpose is unnecessary or unreasonable.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued)

Recommendation:

We recommend the County administration take the following actions:

•  immediately stop all FMS college tuition reimbursements;
•  promptly seek recovery of the misspent funds with interest; and
•  consider appropriate administrative actions, including disciplinary action, against those

officials and employees responsible for the waste of County funds.

Agency Response:

We do not concur, although we agree that we can impose tighter administrative controls.

Montgomery County has a rich history of providing educational and training opportunities
for its employees.  This tradition comports with the county’s emphasis in its merit system of
retaining a highly competent and professional workforce.  Upon reviewing the information
provided us by the IG, we have identified a number of different modifications in our
program that will better assure proper accounting for these reimbursements and to assure
equity in these programs.  Nevertheless, FMS disagrees that the information provided in this
report ought to be extrapolated to suggest that we eliminate all similar employee
educational programs, that monies spent to train and educate our workforce are misspent,
or that a person who authorizes an employee to attend educational programs has wasted
county funds and should be discharged.  Our merit system has not generally been used to
discharge employees for first time errors of judgment that do not involve improper and
illegal motives and actions.1  In short, we continue to believe that providing educational
opportunities to our employees is the responsible approach to good management in today’s
business environment.  We can carry out this mission better by developing protocols for
determining how to provide these opportunities; e.g. based upon the needs of the employee
and the needs of the county.  These protocols can and will identify the employee’s goals,
both immediate and career, the agency’s goals, both for the employee and for the long and
short range relationship to available funding, competing workforce demands and retention.
While these protocols have been missing in the past, the suggestion that developing an
educated workforce misspends county money completely misses the mark.

________________
1In this regard, an allegation has been made that an employee used false pretenses or fraud to obtain
reimbursement for a portion of the tuition payment.  If this allegation is proved true, discharge is an
appropriate remedy.  On the other hand, if the employee made a mistake and repays the money,
discharge is not the usual sanction for this type of mistake.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued)

OIG Rebuttal:

FMS has failed to respond appropriately to the finding. The agency response, “We do
not concur, although we agree that we can impose tighter administrative controls,”
contains vague generalities about “a number of different modifications in our program
that will better assure proper accounting for these reimbursements and to assure
equity in these programs.” FMS gave three management-level employees $32,991
without any strings (“administrative controls”) attached.  We expected a response that
would address our finding with a specific corrective action plan.

Finding No 2: Possible Fraud – County Employee Received $1,900 In Reimbursements To
Which The Employee Was Not Entitled

We found employee A pre-paid the university in full the cost of tuition and received a
discount. Then the employee submitted requests to the County for reimbursement, reflecting
the undiscounted cost of the tuition. The County paid employee A $1,900 more than the
employee was entitled to receive.

Employee A holds a position of trust and responsibility in FMS. County managers and
employees are expected to have personal and professional integrity and are expected to
maintain a level of competence that allows them to accomplish their assigned duties and
understand the importance of developing and implementing good management controls.

Recommendation:

We have no recommendation at this time. The matter has been referred to the State’s
Attorney for review.

Agency Response:

No response required.

Finding No 3:  FMS Tuition Reimbursements May Violate The County Charter

We found $32,991 in tuition reimbursements to the three FMS employees amounted to
unauthorized gifts of County funds. Such gifts of County funds to County employees may
violate the County Charter. The reimbursements were gifts because the employees did not
have to do anything beyond what they were already doing in order to receive the money.
The employees simply asked for the money and the FMS chief gave it to them, no strings
attached.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued)

Section 407 prohibits additional compensation for County employees (see: Appendix D).
That provision states, “No member of the Council and no officer or employee of the County
whose salary is fixed, in whole or in part, by this Charter, the laws of the County, or its
personnel regulations, shall be entitled, directly or indirectly, to any other salary, expenses,
or compensation from the County for performance public duties except expenses for travel
and subsistence incident to the performance of official duties as prescribed by law.”

The FMS college tuition reimbursements are neither travel nor subsistence incident to the
performance of official duties as prescribed by law. The FMS tuition reimbursements are
nowhere prescribed by law. The FMS chief had no right to give away County funds. The
reimbursements may be illegal under the County Charter.

Recommendation:

We have no recommendation at this time. The matter has been referred to the County
Attorney for review and comment.

Agency Response:

No response required (see:  Appendix E).

Finding No 4:  Violation Of Administrative Procedure On Employee Development

We found the FMS chief violated Administrative Procedure No. 4-6 entitled, “Employee
Development” when he authorized reimbursement of college tuition payments for three
FMS employees. Section 3.3(A) of AP No. 4-6 provides that, “It shall be the responsibility
of department heads, division heads and supervisors: to determine the training needs of
departmental personnel at all levels in the preparation of a departmental training plan.”
Department or agency heads are also supposed to appoint a Training Advisory Committee
(or Coordinator) to identify training needs and to encourage and coordinate training for the
department or agency.  The Department or agency head is further required to submit a report
to OHR by September 1 of each year outlining training programs which took place in the
preceding fiscal year (§5.0).

The FMS chief did not prepare a training plan, neither did he submit an annual training
report to OHR outlining training programs for the preceding year as required by
Administrative Procedure 4-6.

No one, including FMS employees and DPW&T supervisors, knew specifically how or why
the FMS chief was spending County funds for employee training or other tuition assistance.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued)

Recommendation:

We recommend the County administration either enforce the provisions of Administrative
Procedure 4-6 or formally rescind the procedure.

Agency Response:

We concur.

The Office of Human Resources is in the process of reviewing and updating the Personnel
Regulations, as well as the Administrative Procedures.  The Administrative Procedures
governing Employee Tuition Assistance and Employee Development are scheduled to be
reviewed and converted to Executive Regulations as part of this process.

Finding No 5:  Lack Of Separation Of Duties

We found that on at least one occasion one of the three management-level employees who
received reimbursement for college tuition approved the employee’s own direct voucher
payment in ADPICS, the County’s financial accounting system. The amount of the payment
was $780.

Specific management control standards call for key duties and responsibilities in
authorizing, processing, recording, and reviewing transactions to be separated among
individuals. Additionally, qualified and continuous supervision must be provided to ensure
that management control objectives are achieved. Management and employees must
maintain and demonstrate a positive and supportive attitude toward management controls at
all times.

There is the appearance of impropriety when a County employee approves his or her own
direct voucher payment for reimbursement.

Recommendation:

We recommend the County administration review policies and procedures to determine a
cost effective management control to deal appropriately with cases where County
employees can approve direct voucher payments to themselves.

Agency Response:

We concur with the recommendation.

Of the processed vouchers identified in the report, all had been pre-approved by the
Division Chief prior to electronic processing and approval through the ADPICS system.
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FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued)

The payment of $1377 cited in the finding of the report was not approved by the
recipient, but instead, by another employee delegated authority to do so during the
absence of the Division Chief.  The recipient electronically approved one payment of
$780 after the pre-approval by the Division Chief.  This has not been duplicated since.

In consultation with the Department of Finance, we present the following.  The FAMIS/
ADPICS systems are not capable, in an automated way, of preventing those employees with
approval security in ADPICS to approve payments to themselves (e.g. there is no direct
internal control link between approver security profiles and the vendor table).  Based on a
review of the applicable Administrative Procedure (AP) and various policy and procedure
documentation issued to users since the on-line financial systems were implemented in 1995,
the Department of Finance has determined that specific guidance in this area was not issued
to departments.

The Department of Finance will therefore issue guidance to users stating that ADPICS
approvers should not electronically approve payments to themselves, even if the payment
was manually approved by a higher-level official.  The exception to this situation would be
in the case of small department/offices, with limited staff, where there may be only one
authorized approver.  Please note, that in this case, two employees are involved in the
payment process, for segregation of duties purposes, since there is a separate authorized
preparer in the system.

Please note that an existing management control does exist in the form of the post-payment
audit process conducted by Accounts Payable staff of the Department of Finance.  During
such audits, if situations are observed where approvers electronically authorize payments to
themselves, Accounts Payable staff would recommend such practices be discontinued.
Further, such audits will be copied to the applicable department director.
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OTHER ISSUES AND CONCERNS

In this section we present an issue reviewed during our investigation which we did not
develop as a formal finding. While not fully developed, this issue is not without
significance. The County administration may consider it worthy of study or further action.

Employer and Employee Income Tax Liability.

During our investigation of FMS tuition reimbursements we noticed potential problems and
inconsistencies with respect to County reporting of additional compensation to employees.
Issues regarding the tax consequences of educational benefits are complex and change
frequently. The appropriate County officials may wish to review the issue more thoroughly
or consider retaining expert advice on the subject. County employees receiving educational
benefits may also wish to consult with their tax advisors.
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